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PER CURI AM

Hom N. Am rnokri appeals fromthe final judgnent entered
in favor of the defendant following a jury trial on his Title VII®
clainms of national origin discrimnation and retaliation. Finding
no error, we affirm

On appeal, Amrnokri first argues that the district court
i ssued an erroneous jury instruction at the close of trial. This
court reviews a district court’s decision of whether to give a jury
instruction and the content of an instruction for abuse of

di scretion. See United States v. Abbas, 74 F.3d 506, 513 (4th G r

1996). When jury instructions are chall enged on appeal, the issue
is whether, taken as a whole, the instructions fairly stated the

controlling law. United States v. Cobb, 905 F.2d 784, 788-89 (4th

Cr. 1990). “Even if instructions are flawed, there can be no
reversal unless the error seriously prejudiced the challenging

party’s case.” S. Atl. Ltd. P ship of Tenn. v. Riese, 284 F.3d

518, 530 (4th Cr. 2002). Qui ded by these principles, we have
reviewed the jury instruction in its entirety and find no

reversible error. See Miullen v. Princess Anne Volunteer Fire Co.,

Inc., 853 F.2d 1130, 1137 (4th Cr. 1988).
Am rnokri next argues that the district court erred by

allowing into evidence docunents that were produced by the

‘Title VIl of the Civil R ghts Act of 1964, 42 U.S.C. § 2000e
to 2000e-17 (2000).



defendant after the close of discovery and by refusing to admt
expert testinony fromhis treating physician. This court affords
substantial discretion to a district court in managi ng di scovery
and reviews discovery rulings only for abuse of that discretion.

U.S. ex rel. Becker v. Wstinghouse Savannah River Co., 305 F.3d

284, 290 (4th Gir. 2002), cert. denied, 538 U.S. 1012 (2003).

Deci si ons regardi ng the adm ssi on of evidence are al so revi ewed for

abuse of discretion. See United States v. Stitt, 250 F.3d 878, 888

(4th Cr. 2001). Moreover, only if the district court’s exclusion
affected the substantial rights of the conplaining party shouldits

evidentiary ruling be overturned. See Miullen, 853 F.2d at 1135.

We have revi ewed Ami rnokri’s subm ssion on these i ssues and find no
abuse of discretion.

Finally, Amrnokri argues that the district court erred
by inpaneling a particular juror without sufficient questioning.

District courts have “wide discretion” in conducting the jury

sel ection process. See Person v. Mller, 854 F.2d 656, 665 (4th
Cr. 1988). Having reviewed the transcript of voir dire in the
instant case, we find no abuse of that discretion.

For the foregoing reasons, we affirmthe judgnment of the
district court. W dispense with oral argunent because the facts
and legal contentions are adequately presented in the nmaterials

before the court and argunment woul d not aid the deci sional process.
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